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Meeting Agenda

* Regulatory Agencies Overview
* SSP&A Groundwater Flow Hypothesis Testing Overview
e SSP&A Groundwater Flow Hypothesis Testing Results
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Regulatory Agencies Overview

 The Navy submitted models in March 2020 for approval in accordance with the
AOC. The report concludes that pumping at RHS can capture particles that
originate from beneath the facility and uses this as justification in their TUA
| and IRR document for capture of potential future releases.

 The Navy’s models appear to poorly match ‘local’ conditions, those most
| closely located around the facility. This miss-match leads the agencies to
consider the current set of models unreliable for estimating the degree of
hydraulic containment (“capture”) using RHS at this time.

* Additional work is needed to improve the groundwater flow models to address
specific issues that will be described by our SMEs. The Agencies believe this
work would result in models that better match ‘local’ site data and more
plausibly depict the hydrogeologic setting.

* The recommended improvements would likely lead to models that would better
support risk management decisions and wewd-maywould likely be more
suitable to carry on totransport modeling simulations.+{te-be-getermined)-

* The Regulators believe that together with these improvements the models
showld-mayshould likely satisfy the AOC objectives of bettering the
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understanding of the groundwater system for this deliverable given the
currently available data.
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Short term model improvements

* While the Navy's work reflects a significant effort, uncertainty
related to the current models significantly limits the Regulatory
Agencies ability to utilize these models as-is to support risk
management decisions. To do this, the models should be better able
to fit agreed upon calibration targets and reproduce inferred local

conditions, including a more detailed inclusion of heterogeneity.

* Though the ensemble of models depict a range of possibilities for
conditions around the Facility, no single model represents the

most likely combination of these features.- Parameters selected
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making it difficult to select an
refine best fit models for risk decision m
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*Parameterization: parameter values must be
with other sources of information.
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e Per the recommendations from our SMEs, the Navy should modify
and consolidate the models to reflect more plausible conditions
based on lessons learned from the multi models and currently
available data.

Specific Areas for Short Term Improvement

* Representation of geologic heterogeneity, as schematically
depicted in the Navy’s CSM, in the area of the facility based
tpon available information.

* Evaluation of vertical anisotropy within the different aquifer
materials (clinker, massive, and fractured, basalts).
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* Layering — especially of basalts abutting saprolite — should be defined

in the flow model similarly to how it is presented in the Navy’'s CSM.
e Vertical refinement (layers) around the facility.

* Assessment of the sources of water produced in RHS, using model-
based mixing analyses and geochemical data should be evaluated:

e This should provide another line of eVIdence for
understanding plausible flow fields,-andfields and
transition into CF&T modeling.

help

- Commented [TL11]: Unclear to me what Just

underlying conditions mean in this context. It dc
like justification of the Navy's choices is what we
for as an improvement.

.| Commented [GGF12R11]: Used Matt's langu
.

Commented [LS13]: What is meant by under]
conditions.
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Overall Project Goals

models carried forward to transport modeling and other related
groundwater protection activities:

* The Regulators would like to understand the Navy’s vision for
ongoing use and future updates of modeling to inform and
protect the resource as new information is acquired beyond the
deliverable timeline.
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really refers to outcomes of a future CFT
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2 For example, how will the data from future work such
as well tracer loss studies, in-well flow studies, tracer studies,

| ’é
and additional monitoring locations be incorporated into the
groundwater flow modeling study.
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